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Bill ODea FCC - MAILROOM :
5342 Liberty Rd. , Sa%m, OR 97306

November 1, 2005 11:35 AM

Senator Gordon Smith

U.S. Senate

404 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Smith:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes 1o a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bill ODea

CCE
The Federal Communieations Commission
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5966 Lourdes Blvd. , Brownsville, TX 78521-6911

November 1, 2005 11:09 AM

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.S. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject; Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Thomas Childs' -

cC: : : .
The Federal Communications Commission
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Maureen Smith FCC ) MAN‘HOOM 5

389 Beverly Ct , Melboumne Beach, FL 32951-3544

December 1, 2005 10:13 AM

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Martinez:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Maureen Smith

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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26883 Buccaneer Dr, Sun City, CA 92585-9171

November 1, 2005 12:13 PM

Senator Dianne Feinstein

U.S. Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Fetnstein:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued wotk and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Loren Johndon

e
The Federal Communications Commission
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roy marphy FCC - MAILROOM

488 jenny lane , danville, VA 24541

November 1, 2005 12:12 PM

Senator John Warner

U.S. Senate

225 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Warner:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legistation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this maiter.

Sincerely,

roy murphy

cC:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Lorraine Wood FCC- MAILHOOMt :
3520 Eagle Bluff Dr, NE , Grand Rapids, MI 49525-4567

November 1, 2005 12:13 PM

Representative Vernon Ehlers

U.S. House of Representatives

1714 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Ehlers:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is curréntlv collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burdan of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses ail across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Lorraine Wood

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Linda Aalt. - - L : : S T

815 S. Braggan , Marceline, MO 64658
~ November 1, 2005 12:12 PM

Representative Sam Graves " - o ‘ TNy , E ;o Y ST
1USs. HouseofRepresentatwes : Co. })0[1 <|j - “l [,”!)/ ﬂ!”rllll \]
1513 Longworth House Office Bldg. -

Washington, DC 205 15-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Graves:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {(FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF i 1s currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-i J,IICQIIIC remdential and tural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. ‘Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer | would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Linda Ault

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Date ﬁ%ﬂtl/QO&S

To: Marlene H. Dortch
Office of Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 - 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

NOL

Karen Maijcher

Vice President - High Cost and Low income Division
Universal Service Administrative Company

2000 L Street, NW, Suite 200

Washington, DC 20036

Re: CC Docket No. 96-45
Interstate Access Support - IAS
Annual Certification Filing

Interstate Access Support (IAS)

2005 - 2006

cooy O ‘m";\,l a s

This is to certify that All Commumicat'gms LLE

will use its INTERSTATE ACCESS SUPPORT - IAS only for the provision, malntenance
and upgrading of facilities and services for which the support is intended.

| am authorized to make this certification on behalf of the company named above. This certification is for the
study area(s} listed below. (Please enter your Company Name, State and Study Area Code)

IAS
Company Name State Study Area Code
| Alle Communications LLC NE 379¢i0
(If necessary, attach a separate list of additional study areas and check this box,) O

Signed,

[Signature of Authorized Representative]

B"M /f—.y A M. alic

[Printed Name of Authorized Représentatwe]

?rc.s;‘deuf

[Title of Authorized Representative]

Carrier's Name: Afh. C'fmmum adnms

9033
Carrier's Address: 4 /o Brondw Zmpertal NVE &
Carrier's Telephone Number: 30?'—93'2*7?0!:

/-1/." 7/200.5’

-

Date Received
{For official use only)

USAC
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Roger Grover ILH
I
319 Born Place , Waukesha, W1 ~3186-5014

November 30, 2005 10:31 PM

Dot \GRAL

Senator Russell I'eingold C ot
' -%, K '

U.S. Senate MRS -
506 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint oard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

e

Dear Senator Femgold: e e
1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat [ve, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays tl:c saime amount i:1u the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who usc their limit. | resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many | w-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding [+iren of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it wou'.l have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fuir Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date inforriation on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does ot require comparies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. Asa consumer I would kv ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. \n. uccording 1 .- Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat 1ce s stem soor: ¢ wilhout legislation.

I will continue to monitor develoments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along niy crncerns to 11 CC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in y.-ur ¢ :nstituency

Thank you for your continued we.k and I look forward to hearirig about your position on this matter.

Sincerely;-

Roger Grover

cc:

FCC General Enait llox A L

Lot !i"“ EEN T

% L i
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OO DRIt
November 1, 2005 1147 AM

Senator Flizabeth Dole

US. Senate

3579 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dole:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbars,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses 1ero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance nsers, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumens, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from ].ugh volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental efect on small businesses all across America.

The Keey USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I laok forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg,-

NancyBraver

ce: : : _
The Fecleatal.Communications Commission
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185 Pease Road , Meredith, NH 03253

November 1, 2005 11:14 AM

Senator John Sununu

U.S. Senate ST S A S TS AT
111 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sununu:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely shouid not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Barbara Bohl

cCl
The Federal Communications Commission
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WilliamR Ovehe 1. | FCC - MAILROOM
5236 Holloway Ld. Rd. n/a, Barlow, KY 42024

oo GRIGRIAL
Noverber1,2000 11:39 AM

Senator Jim Bunning

UJS. Senate

316 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Bunning:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (UST) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and nei s,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who nse more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of lons distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wiselg should not be penalized for cloing 50,

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance nsers, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumens, to give up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USFFair Coalition, of which { am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer ] would like ensure I
am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[ will continue to monitor developments on the issne and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequeat you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constitaency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg,

William R, Overbyg Jr.

o " ToTLT .
The Federal Communications Commission . . .
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314 South Oak , Lamoni, IA 50140-1522

e November 1, 2005 11:09 AM

Senator Tom Harkin T ‘
U.S. Senate o L et
731 Hart Senate Office Building . - '~ cOy ! [_J;\“J\i o
Washington, DC 20510-0001 § = =+ °

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 \M

Dear Senator Harkin;

I have serious concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition; it Woéuld’have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along™ these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

John David Adamski

cc: B ‘
The Federal Communications Commission '
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Barbara Hodik FCC - MA“.HOW _

97 Village Greenway , Flat Rock, NC 28731-7604

November 30, 2005 10:43 PM

Representative Charles Taylor

U.S. House of Representatives O IR REITHINATE
23] Cannon House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Taylor:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resousces wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charghd fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalxﬁo!jﬁ?rece :msetmgs wils $or F}%C officials, the FCC has plans to

o

e word to my community. [ request

a flat fee tax could disproportionately
Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Barbara Hodik

cc:
FCC General Email Box




S | e

JAN - 4 2008
Marilyn Max FCC - MA“.ROW

2020 13th St. NE , Hickory, NC 28601-2134

e N NALS November 30, 2005 11:16 PM
SRE ey Gty

Representative Patrick McHexry

U. S.House of Representatives

224 Cannon House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject; Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Representative McHenry:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and netghhprs will be negatively impagted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue bas
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that so
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely shoul

People who use more pay more into the system. If the
e Who uses one thousand minutes a month of long

‘ uaes zero minutes of long distance a month.

; ot bepenahzed for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distangs ers; like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give 1f15 their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Marilyn Max

CC:
FCC General Email Box




RECENED & WSPECTED
JAN — 4 2008

Dengis Dichl FCC - MAILROOM

136 Mt. Zion Road , Marlbore, NY 12542

November 1, 2005 11.38 AM

Senator Hillary Clinton

US.Senate DOCK T il i prenm

476 Russell Senate Office Building skl oo GAlGIMAL
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-40

Dear Senator Clinton:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund {USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could canse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USFFair Coalition, of whichl am a meml)er, keeps me informed about the USF issue with mont]:lg newsletters and up
ta date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that federal law does not reqguire
companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to thelr customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure
am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[<will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue tospread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behal, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately atfect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerelg,

Dennis Diehl

[olaid
The Federal Communications Commission
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Shane Shethor DOCKET “l capy

21 Darby Lane , Carriere, MS 39426

November 1, 2005 10:42 AM

Representative Gene Taylor

U.S. House of Representatives : ~
2311 Rayburn House Office Buildir
Washington, DC 20515-0001 o

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joiy Board on /Universal Service CC Docket 96-45g Aot T

F

sentative Taylor:

“1ave serious ¢rz.ger=s regarding the Federal Communications COml‘mSSlOllS (FCCER) position to change the
wiliveTsal Service Fuid TUSF] coliéction méthod 1o 3 monthiy fiat fee: M CoSn et Arcimetindam., ~ a. -
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FOC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Shane Shelhorse

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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AUGUST FCC - MAILROOM |

113 DANA WAY , PANAMA CITY BCH, FL 32407-3659

Noveraber 1, 2005 11:26 AM

Senator Bill Nelson

U.S. Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
vou pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately I
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

AUGUST QUESADA

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission

N
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Frances Haase FOC
O047EP omegranate st., Tucson, AZ 85730-2735

BOCKET 11 (Gl 16805 38 AM

Senator John MeCain

UUS.Senate

241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Su]::ject: Re: Federal -State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator McCain:

[have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' ﬂ:CC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USE) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resonrces

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USE from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. in addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, Whilel am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [would like ensure
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

[will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Frances Haase

cc .
TheFederal Communicgltions Commisaion
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Michael ton - M
4901 Heffernan Drive , Madison, WID37 ’

November 12005 11:40 AM

Senator Herb Kohl

US.Senate ) ‘%j

350Haxt3enateOHiceru:A ng SIS T N YA a1 HNAY
Waslxinston,DCQ(bl P !)(! o1 E \ ,( T‘ ll‘ it

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

[ have sorious concerns regarding the Federal Commuaications Commissions' (FCC) pasition to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a menthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [ the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constitnents who use their limited resources
wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from bigh volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. [n addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, inclurling links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not reguire
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure|
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to c]mnge to aflat fee system soon and without legislation.

['will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately atfect those in your
constituency.

Thank you for gour continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael Harrington

cc ‘ ' .
The Federal Communicdiion&(_.:ommiuion .
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Melina Lenser FCC - MAILROOM

7018 Williamsburg Bivd. , Arlington, Vz}ﬁ%ﬁ.}{ S S,
! = ST R

November 1, 2005 11:00 AM

Senator George Allen

U.S. Senate

204 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re; Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Allen:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law dees not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Melina Lenser

CC: S
The Federal Communications Commission
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32 Boynton St Apt. 302, Eastport, ME 046311308

November 1, 2005 11:45 AM

Senator Susan Collins

US.Senate nee e AR f‘.f{“”\\';\}
461 Dirksen Senate Office Builtling ) ’ )
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-40

Dear Senator Collins:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Usniversal Service
Fund (USF) collection method o a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat foe tax could canse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and roral copsumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USFE Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the {USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constitnency.

Thank you for gour continned work and [ look forward to hearing about your pesition on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Morrison

oc '
The Federal Communications Commission
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Daniel Balbach

6300 S. Reserve Rd. , Pendenviie-i

NUNE November 30, 2005 11:18 PM
O ey
Senator Debbie Stabenow RLENAY
U.S. Senate
133 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Stabenow:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a menthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

. o . . .
I will contifiue tqmonitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you goncerns to the FCC on my behalf, fetting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
onstituency.
ontinued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Daniel Balbach

cc!
FCC General Email Box
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November 30, 2005 11:30 PM

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.S. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system tg-a_flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousard minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amoi e fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited Te%aurces wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-vo;h‘kmg distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimiental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up i date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Amber Carter

ce: )
FCC General Email Box
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October 31,2005 7:26 PM

Senator Evan Bayh

U.S. Senate

463 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Roard on Universal Service C

Dear Senator Bayli. ) ‘:
I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,

my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

REBECCA MOLLO

CC:
The Federal Communications Commission




